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Chapter =~

THE PROGRAM

This program is one component of an umbrella program désigned to =
meet the néeds of approximately 25,000 Title I-eligible pupils attending
non-~public schools.

Approximatély 10,000 pupils will be served by this component. It is
designed to provide corrective mathematics instruction to pupils attending'v
non-public schools. " The major objectives are to'improve the mathematical
competency of these eligible pupils in computation, concept development

" and problem solving. Instruction was given by teachers licensed by
the Board of Education in rooms proyided by the non-public schools. 'The
project funded salaries for teachers, supervisor§ and administrative
staff.- The cost of teaching materials, instructional supp}ies and equip-
ment, audio-visual aids, pupil workbooks and offset priniiﬁg.will Se
included in the budget. The project staff included ope coordinator,
five field supervisors, 82 teaching positions, one senior clerk, two

. typists and one school secfetary.

The pupils are eligible for participation in the program because they
met two criteria - residence in a target attendance area (specified by
the U.S. Office of Education) and a score below the cut-off point on a
standafdized test. In terms of the teachers' workload, the daily program
of instruction fér groups éf 10 or less included class instruction time
(about 4'hours); conference time (absut 1 hour), and the rest devoted to
lunch and class preparation. 'The classes meet a hinimum of once a week
to a maximum of five times per week for elementary and secondary levels.

The period of instruction varied from about 40-60 minutes per sossion.

[
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Ideally, children who need more teaching are seen a greater ndmber of
times per week. The program has heen in operation during the entire
school year although some schools did not start in September of 1975
or wexe not finished with their pre-éestinq én time due to staff
reductions and changes which were initiated or. the Board level.

In some schools thgudistricts provide funding for the use of para-
professionals. The paraprofessionals varied in texms of educational

o background, ethnic characteristics, place of residence, knowledge of
the school and children as well as yeérs of experience. Their basic
duties were to assist with the preparation of materials, clerical tasks,
attendance fecords and grading, and one-to-one tutoring of selected
pupils., ’

The basic¢ teaching methodology was a small group, materials oriented
approach. Students were provided with workbooks, ditto sheets, games,
puzzels, stories, computers (actually a math tutoring calculator), arts
and crafts materials and other materials with a mathematics focus.

— Student participation and indivfduaiized‘instruction were also empha-
sized. 1In some cases, the parapfofessional assisted in the individual-
izing of instruction.

Teachers were encouraded to attend and participate in workshops,
conferences and other in-service training activities. Workshops were
ﬁsually organized around themes such as teaching probability, setting-up
parent workshops or making‘and using your own game materials. When
teachers were not teaching in the non—public schools, they substituted

in public schools or.partiq}pated in training programs or worked on
v \‘. »

activities determined by'the coordinator of the program; this was
5)
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3
necessary due to the different schedules of non-public schools and the
contract requirements of the program teachers.

The field supervisors were to be regular contact personnel with
desinﬁated teéchers; they were to provide assistance and direction in
terms of program guidelines and ieachers' needs. The teachers' needs
included special teaching problems, staff relatiqﬁships in the non-~public
schools (including relationships with the paraprofessionals), parent
contacts or other areas where médels of performance or ideas could be
of assistance. Supervisors also served as liaison people between the
coordinator and the teacher as well as between the coordinator and the
non-public school staff.

The duties of the coordinator included implementing established
policy; overseeing and coordiﬁatinq the field supervisors,‘organizing
and monitoring in-service training sessions, participating in special
problems that‘may aris;“in the field, serving as a iiaison between the
Board of Education and the staffvof the program, participating in the
‘girinq and termination qf staff, providinq input into material resource
nééds, assist evaluations of the program, coordinating testing programs
and results and monitoring the quality of teaching in the schools.

Many students who received the services of the program were regularly
involved in guidance. The assumption was that some students who are

having difficulties in cognitive skill performance may also be having

problems in their emotional adjustmerit; guidance could be a positive

input for thejr learning. S¢'e students who evidenced a need for emotional

adjustment were as 2 matter of prodram procedure referrad for professional
“help from '::.nical and Guidance" component of the nonpubl.c school Programs.
O
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Chapter II

EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The Corrective Mathematics Program in the non-public schools is
designed to augment the established mathematics classes. The goal is
to raise the mathematics achievement of the student. The program
objective wés to enable pupils in the Corrective Mathematics Program to

achieve a statistically significant improvement in their mathematics

level. It was, therefore, the evaluation objective (#1) to determine

if, as a result of participation in the Corrective Mathematics Progrg@,

there is a statistically significant improvement in the pupils mathema-

tics level. The subjects included all participahts in the Corrective
Mathematics Program.

Methods--and Procedure - all subjects were to be administered, on a

7

pre/post basis, one of the following tests on the appropriate level: Boehm
- Test in Basic Concepts; Metropolitan Achievement Test (Mathematics) grades

2 - 8; stanford Test of Academic Skills (Mathematics) grades 9 ~ 12,

~
~

Data Analysis —- data were analyzed separately for each gradé in
accordance with the form of normative scores yieldea by each test. ‘The
analysis for each test was as follows:

Boehm Test - Raw Scores - data were analyzed in terms of the
number and percentage of pupils who achieved a criterion level raw score
'of 28 or better. Pupils are phased out‘ofvthis level and placed in the
fegulér academic curricu%um upon acquiring this level of mastery regard-
less of length of time iﬁ the program. |

MAT (Mathematics) ~. grade equivalent norms - data were submitted

to historical regression analysis to obtain predicted pcsttest results.,

7
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The difference between real posttest (without treatment) grade equivalent
means will be tested for statistical significance at the .05 level with

the cor.elated t-test.

Stanford (TASK) - percentile norms -~ a correlated t-ratio was
applied to the difference between pte/posttest normal‘curve deviate means
converted frcm‘percentile ranks to ascertain statistical significance at
the .05 level in a "Modified Real vs. the Anticipated Gain" design. 1In
addition, pre/posttest data in scaled form in order ténfacilitate the data
analysis required for the Clinical Guidance component of the umbrella
program was made available. |

Time Schedule -~ the pretest was to be administered between September

and October of 1975 and the posttest was to be administered between May

and June of 1976.

Evaluation Objective #2: To determine the extent to which the pro-

gram, as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in

the project proposal. For this objective the evaluator must analyze the

- degree anc types of discrepancies that existed between the project proposal

and the actual implementation of the program specifics.
This objective was met by meeting with all superﬁisory personnel (in
groups and one-to-one), on-site visitations of teachers in the non-public

schools (10 schools were visited on a pre/posit basis and 10 schools

;eceived an all day visitatioﬁ) with classroom observations, discussions
in the schools with the administrators (usually the principals), talks
with pupils in the program, observations of and participation in Qork#hops
and conferences and talks with the parabrofessionél (where they were
present). Schools for visitation were selected so as to give representa-,

tion of varying grade levels, years of teacher experience, religious

'8



denominational differences of the ;chool, neighborhood composition, differ-
ent school districts and number of days ofmservice that.the school received.

The evaluator, in additioﬁ to the interv;ews cited above, studiéd
teachers' daily lesson plans, pupils'’ progress reporgs, pupils' folders,
mathematics materials present'and used, condition and lo;atién of the
physical facilities and reaction oﬁytﬁe_paiaérofessional to the teacher
as well as vice versa.

The evaluator did not start his field work until the end of December
and the beqin?ing of January due to his late hiring (when the original
evaluator assigned to the program withdrew). This late stﬁrt necessitated
a tight scheduling from January to June in order to meet all of the
specifics in the evaluation guidelines for the Corrective Mathematics
Program. The completion of all eQaluator activities was made possible )

by the full coop2ration provided by the Program Coordinator ;nd
her staff of supervisors and office personnel. Their availability,

assistance and candor were invaluable.



Chapter III

FINDINGS T

_Onggg{yg»#l - To determine if as a result of participation in the

Correcﬁive Mathematics Program, there is a statistically significant
improvement in the pupils' mathematics level.

The major program objective noted above is judged to be highly
successful, as shown in the analysis on the Mailed Information Form
(MIR) presented in the Appendix. All grade levels revealed more improve-~
ment than expected by the predigted measure. The MIR for the historical
regression analysis reveals that although there were significant gains
for all grade levels, there were larger differences for those in the
program for the 8 month interVal than for those in the program for the

4 month interval. (Those in the program for 8 months had greater gains

‘fq;rall grade levels than those in the prograh for only 4 months.)

The data for the Boehm test was analyzed separately. (There was
no MIR form available to rrncord the data, see Appendix "Corrective
Mathematics in Non-Public School, function #09-69628 Boehm Test Data for
Grade 1".) We note that the improvement in the Spatial. subtest was great
with about 60% more passing in the post?est than in the pretest. For
the Quantitative subtest about 70% more passed in the posttest than in
the pretest. For the Time subtest fhére was no difference between the
pre and posttest (0.00 vs. 0.00).

The positive findings of the pre-posttest are in keeping with the
evaluator's observations of an extremely well organized and well super-—
vised program with high quality teaching. The availability and incor-

poration of mathematics materials by the teachers helped to create high

10
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levels of intérest ahd motiviation on the part of the pupils. Careful
record keeping, proper testing procedures’and follow-up repoxts to
parents were ‘also f&ctors in understanding the high level test results.
Teachers were always (with one exceptioﬂ) well prepared with lesson
plans that fit the structure and goals of the program. Students
especially enjoyed the manipulative materials in which they could

participate, games where they were calledito the blackboard and role

playing activities (such as storekeeper or consumer) .

Paraprofessional Impact - In general, the table in the Appendix
["Parapréfessional Contact Analysis(Analysis of Covariance Analogue)']
reveals virtually no positi@e impact.of the paraprofessional for the
various grade levels; this is consispenf with last year's evaluation
finding - "Paraéroféssional did not-have a statistically significant
effect on test scores." |

The pedagogical methodoloqy employed by the paraprofessioﬁals
varied and, at times, was uncoordinated with the regular feacgers' needs.
There was also a confusion on the partrof some paraprofessiénals as to what
their duties were; some kney_and accepted their role as an.aid in the learn-
ing process, but others  asserted themselves as teachers which caused them
to enter into cognitive skill dom;ins beyond their level of expertise.
However, when the paraprofessionals were{from the ﬂeighborhood and knew
the students, they helped to ;reate'an:éiéosphere of cooperation in the
classroom. In a few cases the paraprofessionals were even able to providg
orientation information to teachers who did not know about the community.
However, the present evaiuation included the reactions of only 18 different

teachers and 10 paraprofessionals (it would have been 11, but one was absent

on the visitation day)  so caution should be exercised in generalizations.

Objective #2 - To determine the extent to which the program, as
actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in ‘the

| 11
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project proposal.

The above objective was evaluated in terxrms of a discrepancy
analysis. The evaluator paid particular attention to the mathematics
materials present in the classroom, how materials were displayed, the
teacher's use of mathematics materials, the:emphases in teacher's
lessons compared to program gquidelines, the teacher's relationship with
other teachers, teacher made lesson plans (daily, weekly and by pupil),
group size, teacher contact with parents, the teacher's relationships
to the school administrative staff, attendance records for pupils, rating
of'paraprofessional activities, pre~service training and in;service train-
ing, the teacher's needs in te;hs of equipment and supblies, the role of
the coordinator, the activities and rapport of the supervisors with the
coordinator.and teachers and the conferences and workshops in the program.
The evaluator developed a rating for éach program specific and employed

this rating scale on all visitations and meetings. A rating of 1 was

"»wexcellent, 2 was fair to good and 3 was poor or below an acceptable degree

of fit with the program quidelines. This rating system enabled the

evaluator to judge the specific settings and teachers as well as to analyze

problematic areas of operation. i

The discrepancy analysis revealed that the program specifics itemized
above are, by and large, in keeping with the gquidelines of the program
proposal. '6Verall, the program specifics received a good to excellént
rating with the least degre=2 ofkaiscrepancy recorded fpr the keeping of
attendance records and having the :necessary supplies and eQuipment. The

greatest degree of discrepancy was recorded for conferences with parents’

and communication with the school principal. The conference with parents

) 12
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received the lowest rating of all program specifics due to the fact that
some teachers were in schools receiving only one day of service. Also,

it should be noted that . inv - any particular school

¢

function-is—usually--no-more- the iar .._:her57~however7fattemptedv
to involve parents, but were not as successful as they wdﬁld like to have
been. One teacher told the evaluator that after her supervisor assisted
her with a parent workshop parent participation increased.

Conferences with stﬁdents are problematic due to scheduling probiems‘
within so%e schools. Communications between teachers and principals
ranged from excellent to very poor. Those who received'excellenf“(l)
fatings knew the teacher's name, goals and some specifics about the
teacher’'s impact. Also, the highly rated situation was one where the
rrincipal attempted to make the Corrective Mathematics Teacher part of
the communications in the school without violating the separateness of the
program. It should be noted that some principals were afraid to be
"overly,friendiy" dﬁe to what they perceived to be "the law." Principals
must be made more aware of what actions are permitted and what aétions are
not permitted under the existing code. Only one principal was actually unac-
cepting to the program and the teacher (who was an excellent teacher oper-
ating under extremely difficult physical conditions); this principal
felt that non-public schools should receive the aid directly and not
via certain Board administered programs. This unaccepting reaction was the
exception and most principals were trying to cooperate in every way
possibie to make the program an effective one.

The average number of years in the program égzthe teachers visited

was 3.9. The presentation (a mean ratihg of 1.1 for all teachers visited),

display (a mean rating of 1.2) and use of (a mean rating of 1.1) mathe-

Q 1{}
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matics matérials yere excellent. Teachers tried to nake the rooms visually
interesting and cognitively stimulating by employing the materials provided
to them and by improvising their own display items.

The emphases (such as problem solving, conceptualization and com-

‘putation) were excellently adhered to byﬂgb;m;;a ré (a mean rating of
1.1). Lessons were organized around the prima., joals and objectives of
the proposal; teaqhers generally knew what the function of each lesson
was in tefms'of beh#viorai outcomes by the pupils.” ¥

All groups were under the maximum of 10 pupils exéept in one case(

‘where‘a scheduling problems necessitated a group of 11-12 pupils. There
was virtually no discrepancy in terms of group size from the guidelines
even though scheduling difficulties were not uncommon.

The logging of daily (a mean rating of 1.3), pupil (1.3) and group
(1.4) lesson plans was also excellent and little evidence of discrepancy
could be noted. Teachers were generally diligent in recording the
content and methodoigg; of theirx lgssons. Some pupils who were signi-
ficantly below the class performance could have used more feedback on
their performance as manifested in the pupils' work folder; paraprofes-
sionals could be used in this regard.

The degree of teacher satisfaction with the field and coordinator
~upervision was excellent (1.2). Teachers indicated, almost without
exception,'that the supervisory staff was well qualified, and that they
elicited concern for the teachers' needs. The supervisory starff was
readily available for special needs in addition to their regular visita-
tions in their districts. However, first year tcachers did indicate a

greater need during their first months and a priority of visitation
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patterns may be useful to establish in this regard. The supervisory
staff was universally perceived as a group of dedicatedaprofessionals

who were "there to he.p and guide rather than the old idea of supervision

O
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which was to threaten and unflexibly lay down rules." (This quote from
one of the teachers is a fai* ~ummary of many of thé othetlteachers.) To
a large degree, the sup~ vis. " f£f was responsible for éhe success
revealed in the testing c¢. : . program.

The pre-service training was perceived iy the teachers to be excel-
lent (1.2) as well as the in—sérvice training (1.2). In some cases,
the pre-service training was somewhat inadequate due to the las; minute
hiring of personnel as a result of changes in staffing allocakions.
The program was supposed to have 68 teachers, but ended up with 82 :eachers;
many of the additional teachers had to be tréined rather quickly in terms
cf program guidelines. The in-service training was alsq rated as excellent,
but a few teachers éxpressed speéific needs for sessions on materials
manipulation, recognition of 'L.D.'s (Learning Disabilities)‘and some
wanted less lecture style conferences and workshops;'they wahted wﬁfs
focus on participatory style sessions. The training sessions where teachers
exchanged ideas and supervisors gave demonstrations with teacher participa-
tion were rated the highest by the teachers.

The paiabkofessionals were rated (by the evaluatﬁr) at 1.4 out of
a possible (low of) 3.6. However, the feelings of the teachers were
quipe diversified. Some teachers felt that they were a greaf asset,
others felt that they were somewhat of a distraction (as tHey had to be
montioring their activities as well as the studentd). Generally, those

teachers who had paraprofessional assistance felt that they were functional

and those who did not have para assistance felt that they could function

15
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just as well without them. Most teachers (60% or 11 teachers oﬁt of 18)
felt that the paraprofessiénal should have knowledge of the community and
that they should be more clearly aware of thei£ role obligations (to EEEEEE
the Board appoinged teacher). There were a few incidents of apparent

conflict'bet&een paraprofessional and teachers as a result of the  lack of

clarity of the division of labor in the classroom.

This program is definitely meeting the guidelines specified in the
proposal, S waver, some problematic tfindings which should be
itemized. 1In most cases the problems noted below were distilled from
interview comments made by teachers. A number of these problems will be
used as a basis for recommendations in the next chapter of this report.
Note that most of these program problems may be considered minor in nature
and are not meant to strongly detract from the overall judgement of a high
quality program.

Problems: * 1. some teachers (30% or about 5 teachers out of 18)
receivecd pressure to accept studr. 5 who .did not
qualify for-the program.

2. in a few schools, (15% or 3 teache:; out of 18)
paper supplies were inadequate i ‘uding rolls for
the tutor computor)

3. Systems 80 did not become operable until late in the
year (10% or about 2 teachers out of 18, however,

only 4 schools visited had this tool)

4. some teachers (10% or about 2 tieachers out of 18) felt
Yisolated" from other teachers ifn the school.

5. the teacher who is only providing service on a one
day basis does not feel enough reward from their
teaching. This teacher had special needs in the area
of communicaztion skills in order to reach the students
more quickly. (10% or about 2 teachers out of 18).

6. class noise during lessons was a distraction to some

students, :

* a total of 20 different schools with 10 different_teachers constituted
the sample

16
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skill level of some paraprofessionals (about 5 para-
professionals) was noticeably inadequate. Some (about 5)
did not know how to engage a student in their exercises
or how to follow-up with feed-back information that would
have aided the student's learning. -

some (20% or about 4 teachers out of lé) material
displays were poorly arranged. Some (40% or about

lo.

11. -

12.

13.

14.

teachers out of 18) displays were too small in print

size. Some displays were beyond the level of the

classes taught (10%). Students own work was not incor-
porated enough into the displays (60% or about 11 teachers
out of 18).

one group was oversize with a total of 12; these settings
inhibit the interaction designed into the program with
the limit of 10. '

some classes (30% or about 5 teachers out of 18) did not
use: the full period of time; students arrived at different
intervals and often broke the trend of thought by entering
late. ‘

i

7

e WAT test is guite language dependent and there are
n#4E skills develogmed in the classrooms which- are not

taprwdl by this test such as consumer activities, money
mahaugs skills and others.

some ;fl@terials were not well understood by inner-city
childyen due to the discrepancy between their life exper-
iences and those: of the children represented in various
materisls. (This discrepancy should not be interpreted

te peg® that all "non-relevant" materials are to be elimina-
%%}, This was a factor in about 30% of the schools
wwarved (or about 5 teachers out of 18).

;ﬁfiwgipa&s in various schools could be of more service to
the program without violating :the mridelines; some
pooovgkpals (15% or about 3 princizels out of 18) showad

ey or ldmited involvement in schedil'ing and other pro#ilems
wh.ch #£Ahey could have expedited 'i¥ they so desired. Seme
reimcipals (15% or about 3 out of 18) did not even make
dhemsmlyves available to the evaluaror even though they were
eivemn watice of his visit.

schedzliig problems were so severe in some schools (30%

or #boe 5 out of 18) that it took weeks to establish
contifnity.

17




15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

15

some teachers (30% or about 5 teachers out of 18)
manifested a lack of knowledge concerning the transition
of one activity into another. At times the loss of
class attention took many minutes to regain; this is
especially important where the teacher is only meeting
the students once or twice each week.

some physical facilities (20% or about 4 out of 18)
provided by the schools were extremely poor. During

the winter, some rooms had no heat; during the warm
weather one school had the windows screwed closed (due

to the fear of vandalism). In another case the math room
was next to another room which had a very high noise
level; the students had difficulty in hearing the teacher.
Lighting was low level in another school.

some teachers (50% or about 9 teachers out of 18) did
not know how to involve the parents.

some teachers (20% or about 4 teachers out of 18) and
paraprofessionals (about 4) complained that they are
moved from school to school and that they could be of
better service if they were not re-assigned each year.
1

some teachers (10% or about 2 teachers out of 18) were
reinforcing negative student behavior wighout being
aware that they were doing so. B

some teachers (10% or about 2 teachers out of 18) did
not know how to handle the disruptive child and still
maintain control of the class.

not all teachers (60% or about 11 teachers out of 18)
directed enough attention to the teaching of a math
vocabulary.

some teachers (20% or about 4 teachers out of 18)

- expressed the interest in obtaining more information

about the specific schools into which they were placed;
they wanted information on the history of the school,:
neighborhood composition, achievement levels, etc.

some teachers (10% or about 2 teachers out of 18)

requested more imput into the ordering of materials
for the program.

18
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Recommendations from last vear's evaluation report

1. Recycle and expand the present program - this recommendation was

carried out.

2. j}ggpind_pnd assistance in the effective use of thc;P2£9D£9I£§§19991

should be provided for all teachers. . The paraprofcssionals should be assignod

"

to the corrective math teacher in the classroom at the beginning of the year.

The first sentence of this recommendation was not adequately carried-out
expressed earlier in this chapter. There are still division of labor problems
(some of which are on the part of the paraprofessional and somewhat beyond the
ability of the Coordinator's control). In qeneral,'thg second sentence of theg
roocmmendation was carried-aut.

3. The parent program should be :expanded to familiarize the parents

with the methods and techniques of the program. Some atterition was devoted

to this recommendation, hut varied qreatly as a function of the individual
supervisor. Some supervisors assisted and attended the workshops that they
helped their teachers to set-up, yhile other supervisors did.not deveote ancugh
time to this,

4, Communication between Title I teachers and the non-public school

teachers should be continued. This recommendation was gemerally not carried-

out. Many teachers felt isolated from the rest of the staff. part of the
cammnnication problem is due to a lack of understandina cn the part of some
puhlic and non-public school personnel aS'to‘exa;tly what the quidelines
snecify: thase should be discussed in order to clarify ths» situation. Also,
the day is so full that it is really unrealistic to expect very much communication
between anm-teachers:miék alone some teachers who visit a school on less than
a five day basis. Principals generally did not use the authority and knoﬁiedqe
in their @ffice to arsist this recommendation.

| 19
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». In-service trainina and visitations between Title T teachers

shonld _be continued. This recommendation was carried-out. The interchanqge
and conference sessions set-up by the supervisory staff was well-received;
the teachers acnerally wanted even more of this kind of in-service training.

6. Teachers should be chosen who have -had-experience-in-teaching— -

mathematics plus classroom teaching experience at more than one grade level.

This recommendation was carried-out with gsome exceptions. Often the
decision making process in this regard is limited because of the senjority
rule, In general there was little performance .difference between those
who had math exrerience and those who did not with the exception of one
teacher who was trained in another field and was rated the lowest of all
teachers obhserved. Nqn—math people did express an interest in a more
intensiverrienration session due to their limited backcroundf However,
even math trained people did not necessarily know how to teach in a
"corrective” math context when they first gtarted. Acain, most teachers

nxhibiitad hidh quality and were well prepared for their classes.

24)
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Chapter IV

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Tn all grade levels the students manifnsted statisticaily #iemjficant

aains of their mathematics scores over the predicted scores. In deneral,

the use of paraprofessionals did not contribute to the higher scores of

tha students involved. The discrepancy analysis rews=aled that, by and larqge,

the proaram.was meetipq the quidelines of the propo=el. Some recommendations

from last year still need further work.

Conclusions - the program was highly successful, well-administered
and well taught. There were ssmé problems (cited in chapter III of this
report) which will serve as tﬂe basis for the recommendations listed below.
Tt. is recommended that the proqram he recycled.

Iecomnandationa:

1. elaborate on the needs of the one-day service teacher as a
person with special needs in terms of teaching skills. Provide special
sessions for these one to two day teachers on how to initiate and review
lassons.

2. elaborate on the in-serQice training in how to differentiate

"learnina noise" from other class noise. 7Teachers must Fnow how to

requlate the noise level as jit_ is distractinag to some students.

3. continue to provide information on how teachers may assist

paraprofessionals in understanding their joh duties. The skill level of some

nparaprofessionals was low and will require inputs from the t=acher on how to

function. (The Corrective Mathematics rmeqgram does: not recrmit or hire
paraprofessionals. liowever, when paraprofessionals are assigned, the

Corrective Mathematics teachers provide in-service training).

21



4. continue to p: + Hrmation on how to m fferent type:s of

classroom displays (including one: that the students have constructed).

i

Some teachers ( 5%) are still not aware of the difference between an

educational display and just hanging different!objects on the wall.

ﬁ. Quqqnst techniquas to the teachersg on,how they may redﬁco thevivv??
late arriving students who disrupt the establi%hgd élow of a lesson in
proqresas. |

6. continue to screen materials thaf have Fore relevance for innerf
city children. :

7. schonls with scheduling probleﬁs that are so severe that
they interfere with the math services provided must be given special
attention. . Supervisors should brieé the teachers in such schools about
anticipated problems to a greater degree.

B.’ teache?s should continue to receive in-service training on how

to make a transition from one kind of activity or material into another.

(1t im during this traﬁgitlon that aome (40% or abouyt 7 teachers out of 18)
teachoers lost tho studonéﬁ' attantion.) Also, teachersshould he inntructed
on how to arranqge initiation activities so that they can get the class
started'riqht»away (such as a math warm~up drill, a student file check, etc.)

9. parent involvement workshops should be held by'the.supeivisors
and the supervisors should then fallow-up to see that the teachers are
implementing the suqqestions. Key parents may be used to contact others,

10, apncial) trainina should continue to be provided for thonn tnachers

who felt the need to know how to handle the disruptive child. UbLiscipline

problems were rare, but proved serious where they occurred,

22
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11. teacihers should direct more attention to developinag a math
vocabulary in their students. Putting a few words a day on tne black-
board and having %“he students record them in their own notebooks is one

‘way of ‘developing a cumulative record of words and terms. Also, flash

. card games (in small groups or as a class) is another activity to meet

this need. The vocabulary should be developed in relationship to

'

.specifir:lessons. ' )

12. continue to provide informétion on ﬁﬂe aﬁti—poverty nature of the
proqram. Provide more information for (new) teachers about the specific" ?
locale of thelir achool, ngidhborhood composition, and other information
that would be useful for the teacher to know about the social and educational

context of thp children they will service. .

13. new teachers should continue to'recéfve higher priority in

supervision during the first few months pf?their placement.
' . \
r 1
14, contlnue to senaitize the teachers to, the characteristics of

children with L.D. (learning disabilities).f Also, some (25% or about 5 .
: 1

teachers out of 18) teachers expressed concern that retarded or severely

emotionally disturbed may be in their classes; provide more information

on how they can serve as a referral agent in such cases.
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ot repor» ng nery referenoed achievenent tests

Table 9 - 1’_‘:}"‘%" ad e Ty ion Dol (5 step rOL‘"Lm;
in eimb and Fatherutics,

In the lable mlcz ater the recuasted assessment infomatien doit the tasts uaed t2 evaluate the
effectiveness of major project cemaon nanefdcrivities in achicving reamtive objscrives. This fom ro-
quires means obrained frea scoves In the form of prade ¢4 malant uaits as proc: Ld by the f-stey
formula. (see mscmt saludror's “andhook of Selacrad fvaluaticn Procequr:s, 1975, pa J431) Bee
fore ct'?'.pletl 3 LhLs 13, oac all L0OCROLes. Aiiads ...,uLh.u..l AL RE Y GAPERT Y Sae

Tast | | e, Pracic crodl Secual - 0btizeg
Component | Activity [Usad | _rorm | Leval Toral! Coclly ‘”~s*’dL~jgptest peateoct _j:§£§g§£~j tiluz
Code Crie | N i Tredip raBortly rf g MY arelMean | M titatlasnt it
N [2Pri2Prl  igrades ol o
6:0 912131010 171210 WAT70 7| B |BL3EL qoei2 -3 | 7 8 2,018] 2,281 g E,612J g Logre
| | |dri2Pr)  igrades | - L :
¢i0i0l290{0(712]0 [WAMg p | |3RLIBL [ogogei2 43 12372 | D 1,631 L2 E 78 Bl 1&3***
| B | .
6101912601017 210 1MAT0 P F 2& 2 | W' 611 ! a 383 W03 | a L.417 5 520***
: 1o |grades | L |
6092ﬁ00 7120 MT&J F.étntMMﬂh 61342 1 b |3 3,804 blj%gm%vu
l . : L
IR |grades ‘ ] ]
6)or925.l0‘0 7,20 MARO P F lhdyhdy 9978 9% 1 2|5, 53 | a B.042 1L, 405
aEs pradest ) N
604J¢00 70210 (WM F‘quv1nuh 8 RB |y lbsshl ST | b 6,23 33,900
TR o | rade ' | - .
6?09'235-010 71210 megapd W LW (] 1A] 105 5 9% { b W 45) ¢ b -.55353.137*"'
‘ . - |grades | 1 N
51019i26/010172 0 'SHl, W WA 4] 172 110-12 151 | braN ¢ b ‘5-331%.962*** :
RN
. , | | ‘

| tdentify the test usod and vear of publication (MAT-38, CAT=70, etc.).

|

3 Tetal aunber of partieipants In the actllty,

i Ldentify the participants by SydCifiC grade level (e.8., grade 3, grade W ~h=rn several grades are. come
bined, enter the ! ith and 3th diglts of tle conponent codey | |

Y \ Wunber of g gils for whom both pre and post test dat3 are prov led. i
AaﬁﬁgmummvmmmmmumMMMmm&mhmm2ﬂﬁ4mem1

' EMC 2 any § nonth. tine. perlod

odified historieal egression, standard-measure( )‘deviates based on percentila ras, | pe 000 96




Corructive M: \Lhmmtlcg in Non=Public Sruools (function # 09-6{)628) Boohm
Test Data for Greade 1 :

Tost Comporent n Cut-off Publisher Form Pretest Posttest
Name Code Score (% passing) (% passing)

A 26032 85096

vaam;“éo:ias Q.57 1% Psych.
Co TDe .
Quant. 609230 30 11 " M 13,33 83.33
Time - 6092300 30 S . H 0,00 0.00

*No MIR table ayailable.
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ara Frofessjonal Contact Analysis (Analysis of Covariance Analopuc)

Standardize? T Test DF Sipgnificance
Coofficient —
Pra Teat 0,084 -0, 64 165 over .500
grades 2&3, '
L4 months in
program o
Past Test ~0.025 -0.,19 . 105 over .500
Multiple correlation=0,102 F¥0.55
grades U6, Pre Test 0.259 2.06 138 LOL2 ww
T4 -onths in ' .
" program Fost Test «0,323 =2.66 138 .009 **
kﬁultiple correlation=0,221 F=3,53
Shuny G S W wp v V-..---..'--ﬂﬂ-.ﬁﬂn.--- w—ay *------------v*.------‘ ----..-“‘-.-----
grndds 7é8 , Pro Test «0.225 -1.58 96 .117
L months in-
program Post Test 0,341 2.40 96 019 **
Multiple correlation=0.239 F=2,90
prades 23, Pre Test «0.050 -2.12 2405 .035 we
8 months in ,
program Post Test 0.025 1.07 2405 .287
" Multiple correlation=0,043 F=2.2
grades w6, Pre Test «0.061 L =2.42  3um 016 **
'8 months in
program Post Test 0.058 2.30 347 ,022 **

Multiple correiation=0,043 F=3,21

- g Wiy e = - . y D e T e D St Sy TED Shmp S OV A A5 CE ED D SRCI AR ANES WS S <5 (4) D g TP ap Um0 G 88

grades 728, Pre Test 0.029 0.83 1221 409
- 8 months in
- program Poat Test «~0.032 -0.94 1224 <349

Multiple correlation=0.029 F=0.51

| gy S am Gt G @ G S St S W Sy — o Y AP A G oty ey S SN ams 4 T WP D D G S GO S W gmy W e e S D en S5 Ap TREL M ED Bpas W e S wy THel ED B

*No MIR table available. ANCOVA Analogue analysis (i.e., if t test value< .05
level of significance for posttest then there is a relationship between
amount of para-professional contact and posttest performance, after pretest
effect has been removed).

© Note: For grades 9-12 there is either no data or no para contact for the 4 and
-8 month time poriods.

"“tqniflcant, but low level correlations are to be noted. In effect, para contact

o dooa -not positively 1nfluence performance‘ . . -
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In this table enter all Data loss Informition, Jetucen whe MIR and this form, all participants {n each netlvity

must be accounted for. The companent and nctlvity cedes used (n coxpletion of the YIR sheuld be psed hure so thar ‘IIIIV
the two tables match, See dellnftlons below tahle for [urthe- {nstruetions,

ERERIEER G )
Component | Actlvily [Group {Test | Total Burber | Part{cipants [Reasonn Why Students Were Not Tested,
Code . Code |L.D. |Used | N Teated/ | Mot Tested/ | Or IF Tented, Nete Mot Analyzed
| Analyzed | Anslyzed ‘
de ' N_| & Number
Grades i e ;
60O R130[0] 71 2{0 {23 fuap 2600 | 2489 L1 {5408 Missina/Students left proaram before
' posttest o 13]
Grades Hissing/Students left program before
clofopk|ojof 7| [0 |46 |war | 3672 | %M 9B | 267 ‘ -
w posttest 98 |
Grades - : . o
16l b (olo] 7| 20 [7-8 |MaT 1448 | 1314 Missing/Students left program hefore -
134 19.25 N
it posttest y 134 S
Crade | | “ﬂ'
6ol ool 7| 2|0 {9 fmsc| 10| -9 | .| | “issing/Students left progran before
I | 18 - {16,363 1
o posttest 8
] Wﬁw L Missing/Students left program before
bloplzeplof 7f 2]0 [lo-12{mask | 172 | 1) 2l {12,218
posttest 2
(l) Tdentify the partlcipants by speclfic grade level (e.p., prade 3, grnde'9). Where seversl prades are combined, f
| enter the last two dlglts of the componant cole, E
(2) WentLfy the teat uaed aud year of publication (MWAT-70, SEAT=74, Noughton MLIflin (IPMS) level 1 ete.) E
(3) Wumber of participanta {n the sctLvity. . !

(#) Mumber of participants Included Ln the pre and posttest calculations,

 (,) Numbor and parcent of partleipants not teated and/or not analyzed, |

(6) Spectly all reagons vy studonts were not tested andfor aralyzed, 1If any further documentatlon ls avallable,
plonqe attach to this Torm, If futher sprce [ needec to speclfy and explaln data loss, attach nddltlonal

‘ pages to this form, |

(1) For each resson speclfled, provide o separate nember count,




